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discourse material not found in Mark, but common to Matthew and 
Luke, is to be accounted for. The old stalking-horse of oral tradition 
must undertake the task, in spite of the bold repudiation on p. 323 ! 
The change of order in the temptations, Luke 4 : 1-13, is supposed to 
show that the dependence is not literary, because it would be "incon- 
ceivable" if Matt. 4: i-n had lain before the author in written form! 
Discourses in verbal duplicate like the Baptist's preaching, Luke 3 : 7 — 
9 : 17 = Matt. 3 : 7-12, Jesus' ejaculations in Luke 10 : 21-22 ; 13:34, 
3S = Matt. 11:25-27; 23 : 37-39, might be transmitted "without the 
aid of writing " in so stereotyped a form as fully to account for the 
resemblances (p. 404). Can it be, we ask again, that this able scholar is 
really giving us his unbiased judgment on the question? Surely every 
student who has the common material before him in parallel columns 
will be forced to say: This is not criticism, but special pleading. 

That the Johannine writings must all be what tradition reports was, 
of course, a foregone conclusion. The reader is interested, however, to 
see what answer Zahn's ingenuity will offer to the objection of the 
extraordinary differences in doctrine and style between the Apocalypse 
and the other Johannine writings. But the two pages (624, 616 — rev. 
ed., 617 f., 619 f.) allotted to this discussion tell us little. The mere 
occurrence of the name 6 \6yo<s (quite without a Aoyo? doctrine) in 
Rev. 19:13 outweighs, it is said, all the apparent differences in 
doctrinal standpoint, while the difference in style is partly due to the 
new subject-matter, partly to the fact that the writer in both gospel and 
apocalypse is reproducing words and thoughts not his own. 

Zahn's great work represents beyond question the latest word of 
conservatism in reply to the criticism of the nineteenth century, and as 
such is indispensable. Could it be considered the last word of critical 
science, the situation were discouraging indeed — a century of effort 
devoid of results. But what it gives us is not the verdict, but the argu- 
ment for the defense, and as such it is a marvel of learning and skill. 

Benj. W. Bacon. 
Yale Divinity School, 
New Haven, Conn. 

Textkritische Bemerkungen zu Matthaus. Von F. Blass. 
[" Beitrage zur Forderung christlicher Theologie," 1900, 
4. Heft.] Gutersloh : Bertelsmann. M. 1.60. 

The contributions of Professor Blass to the solution of critical 
questions in New Testament literature have been very stimulating, for 
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the reason, no doubt, that he boldly addresses himself to speculative 
inquiry as to the sources of the received text. His most recent studies- 
have led him into the field of the synoptic problem, and the tendency 
as well as the methods of his work may be fairly judged from his 
observations upon Matt. 3 : 16, as taken without abridgment from the 
pamphlet under review, ^airna-OcU St (or kou j8<mtt.) 6 'Iiprovs tvOvs avifJrf 
(or dv. evflvs) &iro tov vSaTOs, (cat ISoxi avc<p)(0r)<ra.v 01 ovpavoC, Kal eiSev irvevfus. 
dtov Karaflaivov axra Trepiarrtpdv, ip\6ix.tvov iir' avrov : 

In this passage it is at once noteworthy that the very obvious fact of his 
coming up out of the water is expressly narrated in the chief clause, and 
again that the evOvi which one might have expected with the clause dve<i>x&?" 
o~av ol ovp. is here a very forced usage and one entirely contrary to Mat- 
thew's style, although it is frequent enough in Mark. 1 Now, the Sinaitic 
Syriac has it thus : "And when he had been baptized and had come up out of 
the water;" or in Greek perhaps: Kal ore /ftwrrarfots 6 "I. avef$i) kt€. This 
does away with the difficulties mentioned, but it leaves a third and still 
greater one, namely, the obscurity as to the subject of elSev, or, worse still, the 
appearance as though it were Jesus. This is not only contrary to John 1 : 32, 
according to which it is the Baptist who saw, but also contrary to the best- 
attested form of the declaration from heaven, vs. 17: ovtos «ttiv 6 vlos /iov ktI. 
If it is Jesus who sees and hears, and to whom the entire revelation is made, 
the voice must then declare, as in Mark (and in Matthew, according to 
Codex D and others) : crv el 6 vlos p.ov. 

In Mark 1:10 the words are : ko.1 evOvs avaffawmv Ik (marg. diro) tov vSa- 
tos «8ev ktL, where etiflvs evidently goes with eTStv. This word therefore, in. 
any case, has been transferred from Mark to the text of Matthew. 

But we must now take into account as well the preceding vs. 15: totc 
a<pir)<nv ovtov, filled out from the Curetonian Syriac (C s ) with the words fia.Tr- 
Turdrjvou kou ifSairTiadr) 6 *L, and from the Sinaitic (S ') with only f$a.7rricr6r}va,i. 
The additional words in S c (C s ?) presuppose that some copyist missed the 
account of the baptism, and how can he have done so if vs. 16, fiarmcrOeU 8e 
6'Iiy<rovs ktL, followed ? 

From all this I conclude that we must consider the entire passage /Jairuo-- 
0«s .... vSotos as an interpolation formed on the basis of Mark. The 
passage then closes up and flows on without the least break : rare a<f>iij<nv 
avrov. Kai iSoti a.v€(pxOr)<ra.v ol ovpavoi, Kal tlSev (John the Baptist) irvevfia 

&0V KTf. 

This is exceedingly interesting and very plausible reasoning, but 
is nevertheless entirely specious. Of the seven, or possibly eight, points 
upon which Dr. Blass rests his conclusion there is not a single one 

1 eidfo without variants is found only this once in Matthew, his ordinary word 
being ei$ius. 
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which is not open to serious question. In the first place, the evOvs 
clause is very much in place, coming as it does, in the best-attested 
texts, between the totc clause and the ko.1 IBov clause as a natural link 
in the chain of circumstantial evidence given by Matthew, here and 
elsewhere, to Christ's care in fulfilling all righteousness. Thus the tidvs 
itself belongs precisely where it stands, with avi^rj, and the "forced 
usage " is that suggested by Dr. Blass. The matter of the added vowel 
in tvOvs is not of moment, but, the shorter form being so exceptional in 
Matthew, points possibly toward his independence rather than toward 
his dependence in authorship. The probable use of ore in Sin. Syr. 
serves to emphasize the circumstantial and time element already noted. 
The subject of elSev is Jesus beyond debate, as is also the case in the 
parallel passage in Mark, and this is not contrary, but complementary, 
to the record in John 1:32. Moreover, it is not contrary to vs. 17 — ovroy 
«mv — but rather again a proof of its origin in Matthew, the "inter- 
preting evangelist." The "best-attested" text here, even according to 
Dr. Blass, does not coincide with Codex D. The statement, finally, that 
evflvs "in any case has been transferred" from Mark to Matthew, and 
the supposition that the fuller form of the Curetonian and Sinaitic 
Syriac texts " presuppose that some copyist missed the account of the 
baptism," are, like the conclusion our author reaches, entirely gratu- 
itous- Chas. F. Sitterly. 
Drew Theological Seminary, 
Madison, N. J. 

Die vier Evangelien im berichtigten Text, mit kurzer 
Erlauterung zum Handgebrauch bei der Schriftlek- 
tOre. Von Bernhard Weiss. Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1900. 
Pp. ix + 604. M. 12. 

Professor Weiss' preface occupies five pages, his introduction 
seventeen, his text of the four gospels and his brief explanations, the 
former on the upper half of the page and the latter on the lower half, 
587 pages. The preface states the principles of textual criticism which 
the author has followed, with which readers of Professor Weiss' critical 
works are familiar. The absolutely original text cannot now be 
restored, but from a comparison of the four gospels the chief classes of 
errors can be discovered, for variations came in most abundantly 
through the assimilation of one gospel to another. The introduction 
deals briefly with questions of (technical) introduction to the four gos- 
pels : (1) Our present Greek Matthew was written shortly after the 



